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Ho axcaptions having been filed; pursvant to ABRH 24,326,215,
to the Findingn of Fact, <onclusions of Taw and Recomnondad
Order tssuod on Pebroary 22, 1382, by Noaring Esaminer Linda
BRanrg:

THEREFOHAE, thls Board adopts that lecommendad Ordsr in this
Ralkar hd fts FIMAL QORDER.

TTED thlﬂ'é’ day of rpedl, (932,
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CERTIFICATE OF MALLING

The undersigned doss cectity that a trus snd correct copy
bf this documant wad matled vo Ebe Following oo tho £ day

DE-Hﬁﬁﬁh' 1982

Duane Jollaa
P ey TEl
Helena, BT 55624
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STATE OF MONTANA
BEFOHE [HE EDARD OF FERSONHEL APPEALE

LI S T N SRR TR TR T S T T T R T SR TR

LR -THE HATTER OF THE UNFAIR LARDH TPRACTICE CHAEGCES
#16=-1 and #20-481

KESELER ASSCCIATION OF TERCHERS, HEA )
Conplainant, :I: t‘E}lEEEIEI;EHEFG?rLE{l;

i !}- RECOMHENGED  OHDER

LEWIS AND CLARE SCHOOL DISTHICT A2 I‘
Defendant . i
illiiiﬂﬂllli.ﬂ.luii--iqﬂ_.:q

For the purpose of hearing ond decision Unfolc Labor
Pragtica charges #14-81 and 820-01 were combingd,

The nhearing on these chargeas was held on Septanbar 15,
1581 under the authority of Section 39=31-405 HOA and in
accordanca With the: Adpiniatrative #rocedurcs Act (Title 2,
Cliapter 4, HCh}).

ULE #la-gl
THE CHAKCE

on April 22, 138] the Board of Personnel Appeals cedeiwved
e copplaint from the Eesslor Assacliation of Teachers, HEA,
alleging vielation of Section 39=31=401(5) HoA, viz. the
Board of ‘Trustees mado & salary proposnl during the 1901-g2
negotiationa: which Risted, by individual nomes and posdtions,
Lhe sixtean teachers in the hargaining unit and the proposed
salary each would receive. Both parties ratified the subsequent
agragmenl. The Blstrict mill levy passed and there is money
to fund the negotiated salaries, Cosplainant charges that
o ot abouot HWarch 15, 1981 defendant annoinced that it was
discontinuing its art, music and phyeical edycation programs,
This wanld Ilpvolve the lay=off of four teachers who had pach

been liotest @i the cablfied salary proposals.
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Defendant dented that failure to implement the dilary
schedule for all 16 teachers wae an unfaic labor practice
because the proposal during bargaining was merely to {llustrate
how curpont staff would ha: affected by the Doard proposal
and was not & commltment to retain Epecific. prograng or
rtatff panbers,

ULE $20-01
THE CHARGE

On Hay 18, losl; Cosplalinent Filed charges alleging
that Defendant viclated Sog, 39-31-401{4) by 1Bsuineg 4
neparandia in retaliatlion for the charges filed in OLD
#lb=-81, This neporandum, fssded by Principal ©.F. Sarrett
announced fHillateral changee in working conditions which had
oL been bargained with the Association and was, therefore,

a violation ot Sec. 39-31-461(5}) wiich reguites good [aith
bBargaining aon wages, hours and working conditions. The
fmsooiation further alleges that the tana of Lhe memscondon
was clearly threatening and inktesferes with and restrainc
enplayees LN the exercise of thelr protected riahte iu
violation of Sec. 39-31-401(1}, In sdditiaom, the AsBocds-
tion charges that Principal Oarrett refussd td meet with a
faoulty pemier concerning allegalions which he had mode
agaliet her becaves she had o union representative with hor;
Thid refusal to permit the union representative to be presont
is a further infrinpgement on the protectad righte of anplayeen
in vialation of ‘Section 39-31-401(1]).
FINDINGS QF FACT

(ULE 16-18)

1, The teachers and the Kesiler School Board began
bargaining for the 1981-1%8: contract in January of 18p1.

The semociation bargalning tean was compoeed of Bsath Blacksan

{uipokespernan), Robert Saindon, sheree Janson, Hitsa Bectleson




1 and Lecn Storme. The foll Board gal at the tahle along with
u the principal wha was not & nember of the Leam.
4 Concgrned with the total "line iten® cost of negotiationg,

p Lhe Board wanted Lo negotiate in packages of all motey. d Lems

R rather Lhan negotiate on monsy itama taken one ot a4 tinw,

il In the Eessler schiool distoict, 3t has Been the practics for
4 Lhe two partles to "oost out" the propasals usnally presenting
a 4 dleet ligting Individual teachers sod proponsod salaries

8 and beneflts. To this eod the teachers asked how many they
10 Were negotiating for. The reply was "all aof them', At that
11 Hima there were 16 Leachers in the district who were being
[ pald oul of the goneral fund bodget,

£l Proposals from the Dourd lisoting the base pay, the HEA
1-|t index level, wach teachers name, the 198081 Balary and

& medical insurance, the proposed salary, the proposed medical
18 inaurankce, the amcunt of Lhe proposed increase and the

17 propesed ihcrease in percent. Further, fthess proposals

1K Licted the Board's casts for perscnal leave and totels for
1t #ll money |tems. At the bottos it wob ctated "Thle le a

o) package propasil, £ any part or eection ic rajected, or

1 changed, the Beard of Trustoes resecves the right to witlsicaw
am the entire package, "

am Tentative agresment was peached the night of March 2,
3 1981, Four items wers "sigoed off", [Listed on individiaal
R pagas Were the tentative agresnsnts on salary, medical

T insurance, peregonal lesve and advanes pay- Each poge le

wy glgned by Frank Schatz, Chairman of the DBoard of Trunteos

ay and by Heth Elackman, spolespierson for the teachers. The

gy | sheet covaring salery specifies thal "the salary is based ob
Hﬂl an MEA index lavel of 3 with o base of 12,340, It doks not
11 Lift elther the number 6f teschers nor doos 1t lisl teschecs

g by mame, Albached to thoese [our pages as part of Copplainant's




1 exlilbil H1 ig an explandtory page whiclh was nade semetine
4§ after the tentstive agreement wos reached. This page in
= dlmller to the proposals made Ly Che Hoard listing Ehe 1i
< teachers individunlly. Tt i8 not sigoed.  The Tesultant
= contract [1981-832) does not list oither Che otaffimg lavel
g (nunbar. of teachers ) ar the teachers by name. [notead 4t
= conbainag g standard MEL lovel 4 malrix with o base salary of
A E1Z,340. 'The 1980-@1 contract contalne a similar matrix
i with no mention of staffing levels or individual teschicrs.
- | AL the March 17 Bchool Board nesting Principdl Garrett
1% Presenled the Roard with intformation an the declindng student
- enrillaent and eonfbguent reduction in funde to oparate Lhe
14 district. He recommended that several prograns be cut and
e the teachers laid off, The Beard sccepted his vecommesdations
> and the tepchers wers notified; Sheres Janson ond Robath
e saindon wWore subsequently lafid off. Ms. Janacu taught 2UE;
i and Husic amd Mr. Saindon was the l€ast cenior taachar at
vl the bohoal. In addition; ene teaclisr retired and ones did
pdi L return.
mq 2. The mémerandun issued by Princlpal Garrett on
ay April 24, 1981 was not lesued in retaliation for the Association
i Filing the charge in ULP 16=3l1. On April 22, 19El, Copplainant
- Filed the charga in ULPF 16-81 with thie Board. The sunnops,
i dated April 24, 1981, was eent by cercifiod mail, The
4 return racalpt stanped by the United States Postal Service
S Leptirzesn Lo Che Fackt that the summans wac not recalved at
a Ehe hone of the Chaltnan of the Board until april 2%, j981,
= one fday afber Frincipal Garreit fesuesd his menorandum.
2 | 3. om April 24, 1981, Prinpipal ©.P. darrett of the
Hili Fomagler Echool igsued a memocandum to all staff menbera, In
i thia meme he expressed his displessure at tha way things
54 were gqoing at Kessler School. Me, Gartebt's memo had throos
e
ALLLY +
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indtructions for the teachwrs, Teachers were directed to 1)
read socrion 1.24 through Section 1.42 of the school district
policies paying apeciul attention to Ssctlon 1,24, Putiaa,

Conduct and Responsibllities of Tnstructional Personbed, 2

coopleta o Temporary aboonce redguest form if thoy wers godng
to. Leave tho bullding between the hours of 8 a.m, and 3:45
pen. (& copy of the form wae attachad), 1) get administrative
spproval of all bulleting ©o be sent home with students.
Tle mens cantdiimed:
4)  When devistion/s are chearved by the Administration,
thres copies of thoge deviationds will be made,
with natification to you and & copy placed in your
personnel file, ag.well a4 a copgy oent to the
board of Trusteod. Abtached is g cepy of Lhe
deviation ferm to be used in the fukure: This
form Will be used to constructively improve Che
deviation and malntain the educational program at
Kerslar,
Thee moRo exhorted the teacshers that "The gerlousness of this
matter is tnob to be taken lightiy" and Yip cloging, 1f you
see this as threstening, and not as & mutual endeavee Lo
muke Ees@lor a better schoal, I guestion whethar vou alieuid
ba teaching the ehildren in our Digtricb.®
4, There ward twie changes in work oiles ppeoLfied in
Principal Garretb's memorandum, They vers 1) bulleting sent
home with students now bed to have prior approval and 2] the
LEOROLALY QDROGEOCE Tequadl Fform w@as new.

frior no February, 1981, teachers wishing to leave the
acliool sought out Mr. Garcett and made o verbal request ond
recelved verbal permission to leave. This policy was channed
in February 1981 st the  remuest of the tedchers who somatines:
found it diffieult to locate the principal. The rew sysies
imatituted in February was a sign-out sheet in the form of a
spiral notebook located in the school office.  Teachers
wighing Lo leave the building noted the Line and cigned the

sheet, On thelr tetucn they either crossed oub or erssed
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their panes. Apparently, there was no ponally far neglesting
Lo ure this prdcediurs.

The system inetituled and described in the spril 243
mamd Wik & Written reguest form on which tie teacher had bo
gpecity the reascn for the abssence. This reguest form hod
to be approved either by Wr, Garrett or the arsietant: principal
who was a classyoom teecher.

Frincipsl Qarrvett had two omoin roasons for instituting
Lhe written abeence regquest Form. Frimarily he lwped that
&Y chenging the procedure he would digeourage teachers from
leaving the building at lunch tine.? Fo relt they wece
abusing this privelege. The cligck-out procedurs was to be
ugad for any absance fron the bulldibg wo that, 1f a parent
called, Garrett would know that a teacher wan or was not in
the building.

Hr. Garrelt wighed to review bulleting being sent hone
with students so that he could correct spelling and arampatical
HLrore.

Ba In nddition ta the changea in work rules described
in finding of fact humber 4, Frincipal Garretl's dpeil 24
meme imposed dacipline for vielation of these rules and Fos
viglation of existing Gehool bBoard policiess covoring the
dutied, conduct and responsibilities of lhstructlenzal personnel.
It appears that, prier te the Apcil 29 mepo, there was no
pepalty presctibed for violation of board policies: or other
Work rdleq.

AR specified in finding of fack number 1, the penalty

Ilmposed by Garretl was that of notifylng: Lhe Board of Trustacs

[t should be npoted that there is no mention of a lunsh
period in the teschers contract nor are there hot lunch
Facliities at the: gchocl., Only bwo teachers at a time
nre oo -doby durling the lunch haur. They @fe aspioled
oy toacher aides. The othor teackhs=rs have no doties
during the luneh hagr.
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of "devistions" from policy or work rules-and placing a copy
of his notaticn in the tesacher's personnel file. Teachars
would alse receive a copy of hls notation of “deviation" .

Apparently; teachers were to discover their “deviation®
at the sams time the Board woo notified, There is ne contracl
precedure undec which they could defend themselves againgt
Farcetit'c allogations.

. Oo Fabruaey 21, 1981, shortly before the tentatlive
agredipeill was raached, spokesperson Beth Mlackman was evalusted
by EFringipal Garrett. At the conclugsion of the cleps period
In which the svaluation topk place, Me, Blackman told Mr.
Garrett that abe wanted to reply in writing to @ome of his
criticipn befora she signed the avaluation fornm.

Me, Dlackman had etill not suhoitbted hes weitten comnments
when on April 24, ohe received two letters with ber pay
check. Tha Firet wan the mono to all staff disciessed b
Cinding of fact nunher 30 The second was & letter which was
thraatening in tone. Gacrett began this letter by caying,
“Becausa of the periouaness of the following letter and the
soncErns of some tecent events, 1's pleacing a ‘copy of thie
latier in your perRanne] file." A copy was salso sent to the
Haard of Trusless, The letter charges that Ma, Blackoan
refused to eign ber evaluation and noted that she stili had
not dome wso.. Tt continues saying that ®ka noted on your
evaluation, I was concerned sbout Secticn 1.24, nunbers 5, #
aghd 13 [Aoard Folicies}: algo lssaon plans and CIASBToOR
appearance. " Prragraph bthres denands g pEplanation of why
shit "tappered {eraseidl names Fron the check out tablet on
April 21 and 22, Mr. Carrett continued requerting that ebe

mest with hin te diecuma:

L. Yenie evaluation dated Februacy 33, 19a]
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x, Clarification and explanaticn of erasures on
the check-out tablet

1.  What positive efforts you will initiate to
correct thesa deviations amd comply with the
Folicies, Rules and Regulations of Distriet
Ho: 2.
Ms. Blackman made an appelntmenl with Principal cderrett For
May 4.

T O May 4, when Ms. Blacksan appeared to keep her
appaintment with Frincipal Garcett she vas scconpaniad by &
Union repregentative-=Larry Dlebald of the Mohtana Educatiei
AEBOCiation. Principal Garrett refused to go Corwerd with
the interview in Diebold's presenca, Oe told Ha. Blackmen
that he would talk to her leter on & one to one bagig,

Later the game day Cartett band wrete s coociliatory
latter to Hs. Blackmen which ahe never received. In this
lettor Garrett opoke only of her evaluation: He did not
muggest ThAT he would meet with her and a unlen representative,

On Moy 12, Hs: Bloskman Wrobe o letiter b6 tlhe Goard af
Trueteen who lad received i copy of Garrett's letter of
April Zd. TIn her letter she defended herpelf againet Garrett's
clintges and raquested that his Lotter be removed from lLsr
parconnel file and that he write a lotter of apology.

on May L6, the Acsociation [(lled the charge in this
nattar,

AL dame tine during this pericd the Board of Trustees
discussed the elluation but took “ao pecticular acticn",

On June- &, 19061 Principal Garrett;, as & representcatlve
af the Board, wrote to Ms. Blecknan suggesting Lhat they
el at 1O a.m, on either dune 15 or Juns 1%. The lettCer
agaured her that abe ghould feel free Lo have an MEA reprocefiba-
Hve witlh her. The letter conclided by asking her to confirm
the time oyd date for the neebisng, Juns 4, was the last day

of school and Me. Blackmon was unable Lo locate Mr, Garrett
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Lo confimm the appolintment. M™e, Blackman wan out of toun in
tho interim but returned fin time for the appeintment on June
L%. Ma, Dlachknan appaared for the mesting without = union
represantative. In case the peeting wes not contlnoed che
ook with her & Ielter for Mr. Carrett suggesting that the
matter be handled in writing. The letter also implied thab
she would drop the unfair labor practice charge if Oarrottis
letter was removed from her file and if ho wrols a lekter of
apulogy. MWe. Blackman gave Mr, Garrett this letter when he
tefused to meet with her becosian i represencative of the
Hontang School Boards Apsociation was not there. Thare the
mattar rasly,
L IG6-al
DIECUSSTON

Tha teachers contond that the Board of Trugtees Failed
Lo implement the ratified agreemsnl for 14 teachers and thue
bargained in bad faith and are Iln violaticn of Section
39-31-401({5) HCA, This coptention ralems the question of
what Lhe agreement Actiually was. Evidepcs an the reeord
indicated that Listing the teachers in the proposaly has
been standatd practice in this small school distriet [or
Gevarel ydars., Both gides benefit from pucly an approach,
the teachers know their proposed salary amd bepafits and the
Hoard knows the projected financial ispack.  The form oI the
Lentative agreemsut that wvas reached and oigned off on the
night «f March 2, 1881 fe Lelling evidence that the Yiats of
napen and galaries were intendod te be informaotional.. The
tentabive agreenent includes neither individual named hor
does it dnclude the number of teachers, The resulting
agresment that was sigued does not 116t Individunl teachers
orf salariea but marely lists a base salary and an index

level. There ic po evidence thal listing teachars on Che
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Proposal weas more than (nformational. The charge 1 not
Prosen .,
CONCLUSTON OF LAW
The Hoard of Trustess of Lewis and Clark School Dletrict
i 1= not in violation of Section 39=-31=401(S5] MCh:
RECOMMENDED 03DER
The charge in ULE 16-81 is hereby dismicsed.
ULE dnp=gEl
DISCUSET0N
T 1

The hisooiation clhdarges thaot this feps Lssued by Frinclpal
Carrotl wig threatening ln tooe and instituted chenges in
working conditions which ehould have baen bargained inugtead
4f being ivposed unilaterally., The school distriel maintoing
Ehat the changes 1n working conditions set forth inm the
April 24 meno were not maberinl, substantial send significant
changes, were in the realn of managenent tights, -and thersfore
did not peed fto ba bargeinsd.

The fpril 24 mame changed work rules telating to ahoence
from the school and bulletine from teachers to parents. In
eddition,; It lmposed & system of discipline for “geviation®
from these now rules as well as ippoalng discipline for
vislation of school boatd policies. Apparently, oo ayatem
of digeipling was attached to work rules or Board policies
before the April 24 memo. After this mems 1f Principal Garrett
obaerved teachers deviatiog from these rvles Le would note
the deviation, send the toacher and the ‘School Board a
Wrabllen meno and place & copy-of the bemo in the teacher!s
persannel fila. Tesachers have no eontractual gqrievance
procedure by which they may defend thesselves agalost allegations
by the principol .

Tha School Board argues thal the changes in working

Lo
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cohditions are nol material, subatintisl or significart--a

utendard sot forth by the NLRA in Weather Tech. Corporation,

210 NLEH Mo, 210,99 LHKM 1709 (1978), Further, they corroctly
argue that the school diserict has the right to sdminister

the prograps or policies ol the distrcict. Howewer, in

waking this argument they have pol considered that @isciplioe
ig @ mundatory subject of bargeining and must be bargained
with a unlon. Specifically, In Q:_:_i_-.rz-rlnnl rlitl ﬁm&z thi
HLEE held that by ceplacing an oral discipline syetem with a
WilLlen notice wydtam the emplover lnetituted a new systom

of digciplise shd this new evebtem io o mandatory subject of
bargaining, In Eleotri=Flex the esployer had contended that
the mode of discipline was within the acea of nanagemant
Perogative. Tha NLRE gaid "while it is true that the: jct

does nol take from fhe employer the right ©o enforce reazanabls
rulen for the conduct of buainess and to take disciplinary
actios againet amplovess wha olther violake the Tulos O are
generally not sulbable For efficient production [cite omitted],
1L 1d equally trud that the institution of 4 few systen of
Arepciplinge ic a gigndfleant change in working conditions,

and thud la one of the mandatory subiects of bapgainimg...
Ineluded within the phrase 'other terms and conditiono of
employpent!. "  In Anoco the WLED said "Changing from oral
roprimand to written warnings is, in aur opinion, a change
which significantly affects the employees' working conditiss, "
in upholding the NLEE, the court said, "Moreover, the change
wag correctly olasalfled by the Board as invelving a mandatory
subject of collective bargainimg. Under the now svetem, tie

egployer's complaints tended to become & pecmanent part of

1

Elacbri-Flex Co. v. HLRH 570 F2d 1327, C.A. 7, (1978}
9T THAM ZBBE, cert, don. 439 W5, 911 (1978Y 549 LRRM
2743,

Apaca Chemicals Corp., 211 HLHWB Ho. B4, A& LONM 1463 (19744
ani’ in part 2A 5 L1%Te), 91 TIOM ZH3IT, 529 Fid 437,

11
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an amplayes's personnnl File which could affect his future
iob security, This court has recognized that internal plant
fules and the enforcemsnt procadiures associated with such
Tules often fall within the scope of mandatory bargaining,®
The next year the Sth circult court upheld the NLED in a
glmilar cose whers the amplover unsuccessfully attompied Lo
et the Board to reconsider itc patablished wview in thie
Eype of :a-.:e,l

Ith Peerless Publicationss and Capital 'j_']_mgﬁ_i'_:g__:', thin

NLRE found thal particular work rules imposed by the aeployer
Wate not violatlons of the Act but that bhe disciplinary
E¥Ftam stbtached to the work rules was o mandatory subiect af
bargaining and bence the enployer was in wiolation of the
Aot

In this cose we find that the omplover unilatecnlly
impased new work roles and s new system of dlscipline on the
Eeachers. A disciplinary systen ic a mandatory subfect ond
must b hargalned. [f i annecessary. bo mehke a detarminatlen
of whether the ligosition of the particular work rules in a
violation of the Aot

COOWT T

hao shown ih finding of Ffaot H2, Principal Qarret igsved
hie spril 34 meporandum the day before the summons in ULE
#LE-B] wad receivod at the booe of the Chatrman of the
Board., Terefore, it 18 impogsible to believe that hile
memorandun was legusd in retaliation ler the Asscciation

filing the charge in ULP H16-B1.

1 Goland Marime & Wfq. ca., 225 NLRE No. 113, 93 Luum
34611976}, affd. CA 5, Oh LEEM %239, 4EZ Fzd 1259,
# Peerless Fublications; 231 HLEB No. 1%, %% LERM 1611
T
E |

The Cepital 'Times Co., Madiwon, Wisc, and Newspaper Guild
-:-_.r'_rﬁ_!-_l.:. gofn, [ocal G0 273 HLAR No. Bi, 01 LM 1461
TIOTEY

12
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In 19%%, the Dnited Stetes Supreme Court agreed with
the HLED' and reverced the [ifth circuit court establishking
what has come to be known as the Weingarten tule.’ The
Court agreed with the NLEM that esployes lnelstence upon
unicn representation atoan employer's investigatory inteevieu,
vhich the emplayee reaconably belleves might result im
disciplinary action ageinst him, le protectsd concerted
aglivity. Thus, the employer was in violatlon of the LMEIA,
Appiying the Weingarten rile ue must decide whether Ms,
Blacknan's bellef that the interview might result in disciplinacy
action wam reasohable. For guidance we can turn te findings
O Faclt B3 and &, First we find that on April 24, Mg,
Bluchknan received two leblbers with her paycbeck. The firat
wWan The lebbter to all stafl which unilaterally impogeod
dinciplineg far violation of the two ned work rules and
school board policies. The overall tona of the Ietter was
Eireataning. In addition to this letbter, Mo, Elackman
received one which started, "Bozaves of the seriousness of
Ehe follewing lebter and the concerns of sams recent events,
I'nm placing o copy af this letler in your perscnnel File.m
Further, he sent a copy to the Board of Trusbees, The
letter also demanded an explanation of why she "Eamjeered
{erared} names from the chech out btablets.® In addition to
the nanes o the check out tahlet, Garrett wanted to talk
dlall Her ewvaluation and what sfforts she would diniciate. ta
correct these deviatiopa and conply with the policies; rulaes
and requialions of the district. The conclision is inescapabla

Lhat the purpoaoe of the neeting was much broader than a

. HLRB w. '--'i.tin.g.n'tun, £20 W5 251 :Jg'.lui, EE LRRM 2680;
GiEE alao V. fuality Mtg. Co. decided the same
day, HH LARM 16%E.
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1 glmple follow-up of the February evalualbion as respondent

2 Clalms.  Inescapably, we mut arrive st the conclusion: that
4 ANy eaployee receiving these lettors would fear that the

5 reguested interview night regult in diseiplinary action,

4 The Board of Trusteecs 8 in violation ef AF-3E-401¢1}.

8 CONCLUS10NHS OF LAM, UL 20-E1

¥ COUNT 1

8 The Board of Trustéss of Lewic and Clark School bistrick
B #2 has viclated Section 39-31=401{1) and {5}, McA and By ui
i doing has restrained ltu employesn in the exsreise of thedr
1t rightd guarantesd in 30=31-201, MCA.

Iz COUNT 11

= The Hoard of Trustees in Lewia amd Clark School District
14 #2-dld pob violate Section 19-311-401{4) MOR,

hij COUNT T1i

Ha The RBoard of Trustees of Lewie and Clark School Blateiet
! ¥2 hog violated Section-39-31-401(1), Mo,

18 RECOMMENDED ORNER

18 The Board of Trusteess of Lewis and Clark Schosl tHstrict
6 82 im directed to:

1 1, Wilthdraw the adminietrative menorandim promlgabest
L by Prineipal ©.P. Darrett on Aprdl 24, 1441

e £. Hemove any Teporte of *deviacions® which lhave been
= ploced in teachers! parsonnel Files.

= 4. eatroy any reports of "deviations" received by

i L.

7 4..  Report to the Board of Persannel Appeala by
ou Harch 107 1982 that the directives in nuchers |

i through 3 phave besn carricd out.

e 5. Bargain in good failth with complainant on any

oy proposed changes in wages, hours ar working conditionu.
3 -

I 14




L B. - Cease and deslst refusing to perpit an Assoclalion

n representative to be present at intervioews whan

i requested by a teachel whe reasonably fears disciplinary
4 actlon might result.

a HOTICE

a Written exceptions may be filed Lo these Findingr of

= Fact, Conolusions of Leu and Recommended Order, within 7o

A days after garvice theresf. If no exceptions are filed with
o the Hoard of Personnel Appeals within that perlod of time,

i the Becummended Order shall becoms the Final Order. Exceptionm
1 shall be addressed to the Board of Persopnel hppoale, Caplital
pa Fletion, Holena, Hontana S9EZ0.

a | Dated this #2%%ay of February, 1982,

4
o BOAHD OF BERSONNEL APPEALS
i
17
1B

i CERTIFTCATE OF MALLING
it The undersigned deds certify that a toue and correct copy
Il

oFf this document was mailed to the following on the ST day of

gk _giﬂéﬁm,j_ﬂ , log:
]

Hillay & Loring, P.C. Mantans. Schoal Aoards Aseociatior
o8 121 dath st. Kerth, Sulte 20 ikl Warth Ganders

Gront Falla, MU - S5940] flelena, T 59&60]
|

Frank Schatz:, Chalrman
gu Lewis and Clark School Ddstrict 82

A28%0 Coantry Club Drive
ug Helena, HMonbama SH601
2@
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